
V.-CEITICAL NOTICES.

Moral Order and Progress: An Analysis of Ethical Conceptions.
By S. ALBXANDEB, Fellow of Lincoln College, Oxford.
London : Trubner & Co., 1889. Pp. xxvi, 413.

This is a thoughful and carefully-reasoned book. It is also
interesting from the circumstances of its production. Mr.
Alexander is a pupil of Green, expressing very great obligations
to him, but intimating "dissent from his fundamental prin-
ciples ". He has cast m his lot largely with what is currently
known as Evolutionary Ethics, of which he reckons Mr. Leslie
Stephen the most advanced and consistent expositor; but he has
"come to the ideas borrowed from biology and the theory of
evolution, which are prevalent in modern ethics, with a training
derived from Aristotle and Hegel," and he claims to have found
" not antagonism, but on the whole fulfilment". The advan-
tages of such a training for such a task are obvious; and even
if Mr. Alexander attributes more value than belongs to them to
the biological ideas which are the ethical fashion of the day, they
have undoubtedly had a stimulating influence upon his own
thought.

The Introduction indicates the Bpirit and scope of his treat-
ment. Attention is drawn to the convergence—"an agreement
in spirit shown both in general method and in certain general
results"—of the main opposing ethical theories, as represented
in England at the present time by the evolutionary and the Neo-
Eantian ethics. The author instances Green's doctrine that
morality is a common good realised in individual wills, and Mr.
Stephen's theory that conduct is moral according as it contri-
butes to social vitality. Evidently both these theories lay stress
on the organic connexion existing between the individual and
his society. Though this fact has been perhaps most forcibly
brought home to the average English thinker through the
medium of biological ideas, Mr. Alexander rightly points out
that the conception is an essential part of Hegel's doctrine.
Through Hegelian and Comtian channels it was familiar to many
thinkers, and was making way independently of the great im-
petus it undoubtedly received from the biological movement of
the last thirty years. He also points out that the philosophical
movement in this respect simply reflects the course of history,
the revolutionary movement towards freedom from restraint and
the economical principle of laissezfaire having been largely supple-
mented in more recent times by the feeling of "moral solidarity "
—a feeling which colours much of the legislation of the present
day. In spite of sentimental mistakes and tendencies towards
an ill-considered socialism, it cannot be denied that this feeling
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S. ALEXANDBB, MORAL ORDER AND PROGRESS. 555

is a necessary supplement to and corrective of the bald indi-
vidualism which preceded it. This conception of " a n organic
coherence of the individual with society" necessarily leads,
according to Mr. Alexander, to a view of morality as a social
fact, and it is here that he recognises an affinity between the
present current of thought and Qreek ethics in its prime in Plato
and Aristotle.

Recognising at the outset the normative character of ethics, as
dealing not with facts as such, but with the application of a
standard to facts, Mr. Alexander proposes to investigate " what
it is that the moral judgment as such expresses," and to do so

S* ' means of an examination of the working conceptions of ethics,
e thinks that this may be done without trenching upon meta-

physics or the discussion of first principles, his aim being to
restrict himself to ethical science proper. In like manner, while
he assumes, or rather proposes to trace, the operation of evolu-
tion within ethics, he puts aside the question whether " man and
his morality are derived from some lower form of life". The
title of the volume indicates the two divisions into which it falls.
The first ("Moral Order") deals with "the statics of morality,"
and asks " to what facts the central conceptions of good or
right and of obligation correspond"; the second ("Moral Pro-
gress") is dynamical and "investigates the operation of the
forces by which the distinction of good and bad grows and
varies ". But to these is prefixed, as preliminary, a semi-psycho-
logical analysis of conduct and character with a view to discover
the phases of each to which we apply moral predicates. If this
First Book, therefore, discusses the question "What is good?"
the Second asks " Why is it good, or what does its goodness
mean?" and the Third asks "How does goodness come into
beinjj, how is it maintained, how does it advance ?". At the end
of his Introduction, the author shortly indicates the gist of the
whole volume, namely, that the idea of good or right implies
nothing more than an adjustment of parts in an orderly whole,
which in the individual represents an equilibrium of different
powers, in the society an equilibrium of different persons.

The First Book, which corresponds to a partial' psychology of
the active powers,' contains a good deal of careful discussion and
definition. One or two points may be noted. The object of
desire, according to Mr. Alexander, is never a mere external thing,
but always " a state of my mind which, in desiring, exists in idea,
in the satisfaction, as a reality ". This is perhaps open to mis-
conception, but I do not understand Mr. Alexander to take the
hedonistic side against Butler and Professor Sidgwick in the
vexed question of the object of desire, but simply to protest
against the externality of the desired object, which Butler and
others have dwelt upon, probably by way of emphasising their
own protest against the hedonistic view. Certainly the agent
desiring does not separate the object from his own satisfaction in
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i t ; if he did, the mental fact would be not desire but perception
or imagination. But if the object cannot be separated from the
satisfaction of the agent, neither is the latter (cases of reflective
self-indulgence always excepted) separated as pleasure from the
object. This, I take it, is Mr. Alexander's contention. Pro-
ceeding in his analysis, he lays down the broad position that
what is morally good or bad is always the will. We do not
blame a man for his defective mental endowments, nor for his
thoughts and feelings, except so far as he has nursed them into
strength. Conduct is usually considered as the outcome of the
•will in external action, but " the real moral fact is conduct itself
regarded as a whole of many elements and actions; con-
sequences and internal feelings have value for morality only in so
far as they are elements of this fact". Here again, in similar
terms to those used of desire, the author emphasises the inter-
nality of conduct, so far as it is moral. " In willing an external
action the object is the state of mind which we call by the name
of the action." That this is so is proved by the moral common-
place that for external action involuntarily caused the doer is not
blamed, while he is blamed for a nefarious intention, even though
its effect in the external world be frustrated. In ordinary
circumstances, however, consequences are " the outer aspect of
conduct, as feelings are its inner aspect". Character, again, is
simply " that of which individual pieces of conduct are the
manifestation ; it is the force of which conduct is the expression,
or the substance of which conduct is the attribute. Conduct
and character are thus the same thing facing different ways.
Short of being equivalent to conduct, character sinks to the
rank of what is merely disposition or temperament. But dis-
position comes up for moral judgment only according to the
volitions in which it issues. Character is not the same thing as
disposition, but it is built upon it."1

The First Book ends with a short but rather interesting discus-
sion of ethical method and the relation of ethics to metaphysics.
As already indicated, Mr. Alexander insists on the necessity of
keeping ethics distinct from metaphysics, though he admits that
ethical inquiries " stand very near to metaphysics, and may be
the most natural way of raising ultimate questions. Ethics has
not to wait for metaphysics but to prepare for it." He joins issue
on this point with Green; but though he puts his finger very
acutely, in my opinion, on the fallacy which lurks in Green's
transcendental and timeless Self (note on p. 76), it is more
difficult to show the possibility of treating ethics without meta-
physical presuppositions of some kind. The Self demanding to
be satisfied was introduced or postulated by Green to explain the

1 In spite of this clear and accurate distinction, however, Mr.
Alexander seems himself to confuse character and disposition in his
short discussion of Free-will, pp. 886-42.
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S. ALEXANDER, MORAL ORDER AND PROGRESS. 557

normative or preceptive character of ethics. Is Mr. Alexander's
own conception of an organism of individual and social conduct
demanding at every point a certain line of action for the preserva-
tion of its equilibrium—is this not also a conception of the same
order as Green's Self, though it may not be open to the same
objections? 'Metaphysical' is with some a term of reproach,
but a conception is not less metaphysical because it is borrowed
from biological science. This may be as good a place as any for
remarking that Mr. Alexander seems to me to have been a little
too much taken captive by the fashion of the day, which sees all
things in biology. Why should we, as he says, " expect to find
the truths of ethics analogous all along the line with those of the
animal world " ? Mr. Alexander answers, because both sciences
deal with " types " ; but the reason seems rather an ex post facto
explanation of the influence which a dominant science has exer-
cised upon his thinking as upon that of so many others. The
intellectual impetus derived from contact with biology has un-
doubtedly been most healthful in many cases, and Mr. Alexander's,
as I have already said, is no exception; but the thorough-going
parallelism which he tries to set up between the evolution of
species and the evolution of moral conduct seems to me at times,
I must confess, a little forced, and the somewhat laborious com-
parison often adds nothing in the way of clearness to what is
clear enough without it. The best proof that we need not go to
biology for a master-key is furnished by Mr. Alexander himself
when he remarks in his Introduction that something very like his
own position is to be found in the ethics of Plato and Aristotle.
The Platonic theory of the virtues, notably of justice or virtue
par excellence, is, to say the least, a very close anticipation of the
modern notions of equilibrium, function, social health, &c.

In the opening of his Second Book, Mr. Alexander indicates
very clearly the line of thought he is to follow. He traces, in an
interesting way, the movement of ethical theory in England from
crassly individualistic selfishness, through Mill's Utilitarianism
and the dualistic positions of Professor Sidgwick and Mr.
Spencer to the full recognition of " the social character of
morality " in Mr. Leslie Stephen's Science of Ethics. Similarly,
in Germany, there was a movement from the bare universalism
of Kant's categorical imperative to the Hegelian recognition of
morality made objective in the customs of society and the institu-
tions of the State. Taking this as the outcome of recent ethical
speculation, Mr. Alexander makes the position enthusiastically
his own. "To realise the social character of morality," he says,
" is to seek the explanation of its authority, not in some categori-
cal imperative, such as Kant's, but in the very nature of society
itself." The question of the meaning of the conceptions, good
and bad, or right and wrong, seems to him " identical" with the
problem, " how the individual agent is related to the society in
which he lives ". The individual is first dealt with, however, in
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658 CBITIOAL NOTICES :

provisional isolation from society. For the individual, the good
Life is denned as " a system of conscious acts, where each function
has its limits prescribed to it by the demands of all other functions,
so that no faculty shall perform its functions to the detriment of
another. . . . In this proportion or adjustment consists the
reasonableness or rationality of good conduct, and in this sense
reason may be called the regulative principle of morality."1 In
accordance with what was said before, the same thing may be
expressed with equal truth in terms of the internal " The good
man may be described either as an equilibrated order of conduct,
or an equilibrium of moral sentiments, or of the parts of his
nature." It is, however, to be understood that the equilibrium
is not a state of rest, but a mobile equilibrium in which all the
parts are shifting, and, moreover, " the equilibrium is a balance
of the parts with one another, not simply an equilibrium of a man
with his conditions ". When we turn to the social equilbrium,
we are told that the predicate " good " means that the act is
one by which the agent seeks to perform the function required of
Viim by his position in society. " Each person has a definite
place which requires of him a determinate work; and, secondly,
what that work is is settled by reference to the conflicting claims
of all, or to the demands of the whole society. . . . The acts
which are approved are never, as a matter of fact, identical for
two individuals. Every individual acts under his own special
conditions of personal characteristics and outward surroundings;
and, though his duties may be practically indistinguishable from
those of another individual, they are no more the same than any
two acts he himself performs are the same. Morality, like
history, never repeats itself." Hence " the moral precept itself
is always individual,' this is good or bad ' ". Conduct is good,
not because it leads to some further result, such as pleasure, or
because it is determined by some inexplicable idea of good, but in
virtue of the equilibrium it establishes between the various parts
of conduct itself. " Good conduct, therefore, settled as such by
an internal test, should contain within itself the whole justifica-
tion of morality without requiring us to go outside. . . . It w the
ultimate test and the ultimate object of morality.''

The above contains the central idea of the volume, but any
remarks to be made upon it will come in more fitly after Mr.
Alexander's own criticism of competing theories. The next

1 Mr. Alexander devotes several paragraphs to rebutting the notion
that reason is, in any other sense, the author of the moral order, but
surely he interprets the doctrine in a sense in whioh no one holds it.
It has been verv generally held that morality is bound np with the
existence of a rational or self-conscious being able as such to envisage a
law for himself. Does Mr. Alexander mean to deny this connexion
between reason and morality ? He only speaks of reason as a calculat-
ing faculty. It was hardly worth proving that the subjective process of
calculating does not alter the objective facts calculated.
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section is devoted to proving, what has hitherto rather been
assumed, that the self-regarding virtues, as they are called, are
really social, and consequently that all virtue is social in its
character. Every act, says Mr. Alexander, if a bad one,
lowers, if a good one, maintains or raises, the efficiency of the
agent. Efficiency, as appears from the next sentence, is
"efficiency for society". " I t is because of the actual altera-
tion in a man's character which such action involves that it is
included amongst those energies which he has to adjust to other
persons' needs, and is therefore called moral or immoral." No one
is likely to deny that whatever lowers a man's moral tone injures
to that extent his social efficiency, but the words which I have
italicised seem to involve more than this: they seem to imply
that the individual exists simply as a means for promoting the
welfare of others. Besides the logical circle which this involves
(seeing that the others also exist only as means), I was at first
inclined to think that there was also implied an external or
hedonistic conception of the moral end. But Mr. Alexander
speaks in various places and with no uncertain sound of
" character and conduct as the supreme good". Still, in
praising thus the social character of morality he seems to me
to tend to overlook its individual and personal character. No
reasonable thinker, I imagine, supposes in speaking of an indi-
vidual's duties to himself that a moral individual ever existed, or
could exist, in solid singleness, to use a Lucretian phrase, apart
altogether from society and its influences. But without denying
the reality of what is called the social organism, that cannot after
all be said to be real in the same sense in which the individuals
who compose it are real. They are, as it were, its points of
actuality—the centres in which it is alive to joy and suffering and
thought. The moral individual is therefore primarily an end in
himself; and though we may make his social efficiency an index
to his moral character, it is perhaps a deeper view to regard even
his duties to others as ultimately elements in his duty to himself
—in Kantian phrase, to the humanity inhabiting his person. No
doubt, the two views really emphasise opposite sides of the same
truth, but the evolutionary and social treatment of ethics seems
to me to be in some danger of obscuring the intensely inward and
personal character of morality. Some of these dangers are, I
think, reflected in Mr. Alexander's account of obligation or duty,
which immediately follows. Obligation is denned as "that
relation in which the single part of the order stands to the
whole order, when it is confronted by the whole: whether we
are considering the relations of a man's act to the whole of his
character, or of a single individual to the institutions of society.
. . . The whole has authority against the parts, and every par-
ticular duty is said to have authority just as it is backed by the
whole mass of duties." Obligation, he repeats, is a relation which
obtains between the parts of the moral ideal itself; and he re-

 at Sim
on Fraser U

niversity on M
arch 14, 2015

http://m
ind.oxfordjournals.org/

D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://mind.oxfordjournals.org/
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pudiates the view of dnty as either (1) antagonistic to sense or (2)
an action which is to be performed by an agent who is not yet
what he ought to be. If sense be taken as equivalent to inclina-
tion (and it is so taken by Mr. Alexander), the two positions come
to much the same thing. Mr. Alexander's argument against
them is a round denial that the functions required by morality
are antagonistic to inclination; they accord, he says, with " the
inclination of the good man ". " To the good man the law is an
easy burden. . . . Morality is a spontaneous outcome of the
moral nature." This is perfectly true, but we must not forget
that " the good man " in this sense is non-existent; he is, as
Kant would say, an archetype. Mr. Alexander's use of the term
is ambiguous, for he frequently uses it as equivalent to what he
calls (p. 195) " the average good man," and he talks of comparing
"good men" with one another. He is led, therefore, to make
assertions of the actual morality of the average good man which
are only true of the ideal morality of the ideal good man. Thus
we are told that the average good man does not do heroic acts,
though he is none the less virtuous for that, not being called upon
to do them. " In like manner his will is of moderate strength,
though strong enough to keep him whole; and if he were placed in
the position of temptation, ne might therefore yield." The words
which I have italicised and many similar passages seem to imply
that though in other circumstances the average good man might
be found wanting, yet, occupying the niche in society which he
does, he fully and spontaneously meets the demands of duty upon
him. Now, if true at all, this can be true only if we restrict
morality to the comparatively external routine of ' my station
and its duties'. But to do so is to substitute for the infinite
content of personal duty a minimum of respectable observance.
The aim of morality is no doubt the formation of moral habits or
habitudes; and in proportion as these are formed the conflict
between duty and inclination becomes less acute, and we come
to do certain kinds of good actions spontaneously. But such
imperfect approximation at a few points can never justify us in
dissevering morality from the "negative" aspect of duty or
obligation. Mr. Alexander himgpilf admits this towards the end
of his volume (p. 402) in criticising Mr. Spencer's position in
the Data of Ethics; but still he cannot conceal his rooted dislike
to the principle, for he immediately goes on to say that duty is not
the highest moral principle because it conceals the spontaneity of
morality, and to look forward (in a way which I cannot well
distinguish from Mr. Spencer's) to " such modification as will
replace it by a higher conception ". And he again repudiates
" the idea of antagonism to inclination " as not belonging of
right to the idea of morality (p. 404). I would urge in reply
that this " negativity " is of the essence of duty, and that obliga-
tion or submission to law is nevertheless the highest conception of
ethics, not to say that on which the whole science depends. The
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conception of spontaneity carries us out of the region of ethics
altogether. Kant's position seems to me in this respect unim-
peachable : " The moral law is for the will of a perfect being a
law of holiness, but for the will of every finite intelligence a law
of duty, of ethical constraint; nor is it congruous with our station
in the ranks of intelligences, as men, when we presume to pro-
pose ourselves as volunteers, and set ourselves loftily above the
idea of Duty; and when, as if we were independent of the law, we
propose to do that out of our own good pleasure which we need
no commandment to enjoin. We stand under a discipline of
reason, and in all our maxima must never forget our subjection
to its authority." As regards the conflict of inclination with
duty, I would further quote against Mr. Alexander his own
excellent account of the element of self-sacrifice in all good
conduct (pp. 176-81).

Chap. v. contains a criticism of the main contemporary theories
of the ethical End. Mr. Alexander objects to Green's principle
of self-realisation on the ground that every exercise of power
realises the self, and that what self is to be realised is not given
in the conception, but has to be decided " by an appeal to that
criterion of right and wrong which makes morality the supreme
principle of life". The position that pleasure is the end is
criticised at greater length, and here he points out very truly
that the reason why a polemic like Green's is so unconvincing to
the utilitarian is that Green's argument deals not with the
pleasure and pain which are real facts in our mental life, but with
the abstractions of a false psychology; whereas "utilitarian
writers, though they speak of pleasures in the language of
psychology, treat them as the familiar facts we know. Hence
if we are to understand the reasoning, we must drop the
psychological theory and think of the concrete facts the writers
decide." If we do this, we find that the real reason why the
greatest sum of pleasures is not adequate as the ultimate test of
conduct, is that it neglects the cardinal fact that pleasures differ
in kind, and cannot therefore be compared merely in respect of
intensity. Pleasure, even in its strict sense of pleasantness, Mr.
Alexander maintains, is subject to differences not only of degree
but of kind. Pleasure and pain express the tones of sensations,
but this simple antithesis is a very inadequate account of these
varying tones. The pleasure of thinking is of a different quality
from the pleasure of eating; or, without suggesting any distinc-
tion as higher and lower, there are qualitative distinctions of
pleasure in drinking different wines. This element of quality in
pleasure Mr. Alexander proposes to call the " preferability " of a
pleasure, without, however, introducing the ethical idea that any
pleasure is higher than others and ought to be preferred. This
characteristic of pleasures, he argues, effectually disqualifies " the
greatest sum of pleasures " as the test of conduct; for in making
the calculation the qualities of the pleasures must be taken into
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account, and these depend on the kinds of activities they
accompany. In order to arrive at the knowledge of the greatest
sum, we should therefore require to know the characters of the
persons in question. The nrnTimnm of pleasure is thus a
formula by which we can always express the end—it is a
constant accompaniment of the end—but in itself it throws no
light upon the constituents of the end. Although " an integral
part 01 the standard of morality, it is not an independent
standard". Passing finally to the principle of social vitality,
Mr. Alexander argues that, BO far aa vitality means simply
continuance of existence, it is an abstraction, since all existence
is determined—the existence of some type. Moreover, although
we know by its survival that the moral society is the fittest (just
as in the parallel case of an existing species), its survival is not
the cause of its fitness, but is itself caused by the qualities which
make the society moral. If, on the other hand, vitality means
health, then health expresses metaphorically " that very fact of
equilibrium which constitutes good conduct good ". In this way
the conclusion is reached that the idea of equilibrium is funda-
mental and embraces all the other criteria as partial views.

It will be admitted, I think, by all who read, his book that Mr.
Alexander puts his criterion to excellent use, but those whom he
here criticises might perhaps, if they had the opportunity, retort
some of his arguments upon himself. A follower of Green might
reply that the idea of equilibrium does not in itself, any more
than the idea of self-realisation, instruct us as to the kind of
actions which will realise the equilibrium. We can know this
only by the inner test of a feeling of harmony which is exactly
equivalent to that feeling of lasting satisfaction by which we
attain in the process of experience to a knowledge of what is the
true or higher self. A supporter of social vitality or social health
might also ask whether the idea of equilibrium is after all any
less metaphorical than his own principle. Two other considera-
tions suggest themselves. While serviceable as a criterion, the
idea of equilibrium is not one which could be appropriately
proposed as an End of action; we are forced in that case to fall
back upon the nature of the organism whose powers are to be
equilibrated—in other words, upon the idea of the human self and
a community of such selves. The principle of self-realisation,
vague as it may be and requiring at every step to be instructed
by experience, has at least the merit of keeping the End in view
and of implying the immp.npinp.pi of this idea in the development
from the beginning. Mr. Alexander, on the other band, occupied
with the process and its mechanism, seems at times to hand over
the development altogether to the operation of chance-variations
persisting t>y might rather than right. Now might is certainly
right, if we assume the immanent rationality of the development
to start with, but to say sans phrase that " the good is created by
its predominance" (p. 315) is already to venture on slippery ground.
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8. AliEXANDBB, MORAL ORDER AND PROGRESS. 563

So, again, Mr. Alexander says: '* If there were only one society,
whatever forward movement it made must be considered progress,
for there would be no other standard of judgment". Applied
not to one society but to humanity, this gives us the position:
" ' Die Weltgesohichte tat das Weltgericht'. History is itself the
bar at which institutions are to be judged. . . . To deny this is
to find some other standard of advance than in the actual move-
ment which has taken place, to put an a priori conception of
development in the place of the facts." Mr. Alexander's mean-
ing here is perfectly sound; it is, in its essence, familiar to us
from Hegel and others. But such statements cannot be made
without qualification. They were qualified in Hegel by his con-
ception, everywhere urged, of the rationality of the whole world-
process. We need not bring any specific conception of develop-
ment with us to the facts, but .this "a priori conception" at least
we must bring, that there w a development towards a presupposed
end, and not a mere outgrowth of sporadic varieties in incalcul-
able directions. The second consideration that occurs to me is
as to the sufficiency of equilibrium as a properly ethical concep-
tion. Might equilibrium not be attained by a purely selfish but
perfectly clear-sighted man ? All his actions would form part of
a system or organism, but there would be no morality in the
case, for the end would be base. Mr. Alexander himself allows
(p. 187) that the "perfectly bad " man would really be in equili-
brium, only adding that " the perfectly bad man is an impossi-
bility ". But as the perfectly good man is also a theoretical case,
this hardly repairs the breach which such an admission makes in
the theory. If an individual may, a society may also be con-
ceived working smoothly on principles of enlightened selfishness,
and though in both an equilibrium would be realised, yet the
conduct would be entirely void of ethical content. In short, if
equilibrium may be attained indifferently by perfectly good and
perfectly bad conduct, it does not appear as if the notion of
equilibrium afforded by itself an adequate explanation of morality.
It is the surrender of himself to a law which^ in spite of divergent
inclinations, he recognises as the true law of his humanity that
constitutes the basal fact or conditio sine qud rum of morality.
The realisation of this condition is followed by a feeling of
harmony or peace which may be described as an equilibrium for
the time being of the whole nature; but, severed from this con-
dition, the latter does not supply an independent criterion, and,
as I tried to show before, it is certainly not an End which we
can propose to ourselves.

I have omitted much that is interesting and well-put in the
Second Book; and in the Third Book, dealing with the facts of
moral growth and progress, I can simply indicate in a sentence or
two the course of the argument. At the outset the position is
laid down that continuous variation or " a perpetual lmperman-
ence" is an essential characteristic of morality. In this con-
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nexion the author criticises Mr. Spencer's Absolute Ethics, pointing
out that in speaking of morality as an adaptation of man to his
social environment we must not take the environment as some-
thing fixed and permanent, to which therefore an ultimately
perfect adaptation is conceivable. Adaptation is a joint action
of the individual and his environment. What the environment
is depends upon the qualities of the individual. "The environ-
ment of the amoeba consists of the things which can come in its
way to be used as food or rejected; everything else would be to
it, in Kantian phrase, as good as nothing. With the enlargement
of the animal's powers the environment changes, sometimes it
may be in the actual range of its extent, sometimes in the wealth
of its properties." Hence, while all adaptation, so far as it exists,
is perfect adaptation, there can be no finality, no ultimate " best".
The moral ideal essentially involves advance, because the act of
adjustment implied in good conduct alters the sentiments of the
agent and creates new needs which demand a new satisfaction.
The mere doing of good actions does not simply intensify our
tendency to do them, but may convince us of the necessity of
doing new ones which were hidden from us before. The adjust-
ment leads to a maladjustment because the qualities of the
persons who are to enter into the moral relation are altered.
The good becomes bad in virtue of performance. The second
chapter of this Book discusses the origin of moral distinctions :
not, however, how morality as such comes into being, but how
any particular stage of morality—any particular moral ideal—
arises. Mr. Alexander answers by reference to the development
of species through the struggle of varieties. The good ideal is
"created by a struggle of ideals in which it has predominated.
Evil is simply that which has been rejected and defeated in the
struggle with the good." It is in this connexion that some of
those questionable statements occur to which I have already
referred. The chapter which follows contains an able discussion
of Punishment, Eesponsibility, Free Will and Education, but
not in any special way dependent on the author's general con-
ception. When he asks at the close of the volume whether we
are in a position to formulate any law of moral progress, he
suggests that it may be found in a law of Comprehension or
growing comprehensiveness such as Green so well traced in his
comparison of Greek and Christian virtues. In concluding a
notice which, though long, is not too long for the importance of
the work, I would only add that though I have been obliged to
dissent from Mr. Alexander on important points, his book is one
which every student of modem ethics will find his account in
reading.
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